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ABSTRACT

THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF WEARPONS AND DOCTRINE THE CARSE OF THE BRADLEY
INFANTRY FIGHTING UVEHICLE by MAJ Benyamin C Freakley, USA, SO pages

This monograph discusses how well U S Army doctrine exploits
the development of weapons With the rapid ongoing modernizatiorn of our
forces, it 1s imperative that the army make the most out of new
technology

The premise i1s that current U S Army doctrine and tactical writings
faill to make the maximum use of the weapons that have been developed
The methodology used to defend this premise begins with an introduction to
the problem Disclosing that the struggle between weapons and doctrine s
not new, the ntroduction continues by arguing that i1t s critical to strike
a balance between weapons and doctrine Next, the terms doctrine,
tactics and technology are defined and their relationship to weapons s
discussed

The monograph examines three historical cases to illustrate the
problem and to reach some conclusions on how doctrine might have better
exploited the weapons being discussed These examples are the Spencer
repeating rifle in the Civil War, chemical weapons 1n World War I and the
Sheridan armored reconnaissance assault vehicle that was developed n the
1968s

Following the historical analysis, the problem 1s updated by using the
Bradley Infantry Fighting Uehicle as a case study The first ster 1s a looOk
at the technological development of the vehicle The genesis of the
Bradley 1s reviewed from the half-track to the future BIFU A Jdiscussion
of the impact of doctrine on Bradley growth and current employment
follows the technological review

The monograph ends with an analysis of what effect the lack of
doctrine has had on the Bradley and recommends a method to ensure that
doctrine and weapons complement each other On the next high or
mid-intensity battlefield, technology guarantees intense and highly
destructive combat For the protection of U S Army soldiers and the
survival of our nation, 1t 1s imperative that doctrine exploits new weapons
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I INTRODUCTION
Qur difficulty 1s not mainly n the design,
manufacture, and use of our weapons as :
such Most of our weapons are more nearly !
perfect, taken as ’things in themselves,’ |
'than our enemies’, the difficulty lies
N the systems and methods of their use
in battle, in tactics, and the design of weapons
particularly suitable for use In the tactics now
profitable (1)

This statement written by Thomas Wintringham in 1943 was an attempt
to bring British citizens to an understanding of warfare 1n order to win
the Second World War What makes it interesting i1s that the relationship
between weapons and doctrine has been a constant problem throughout

history Even soldiers cannot agree what has more importance, the weapon

or how 1t 1s employed.
Magyor General J F C Fuller, the noted British military theoretician,
believed that " tools, or weapons, f only the right ones can be

discovered, faorm 99 percent of victory."(2) He argued that the "high

superiority” of weapons was the dominant factor in warfare. At the other

end of debate, General William E DePuy, an American practioner and

theoretician, stated that the mission of an army 1s to organize, train, and

equip forces He added to that mission, " .and to employ them properly "(3»

Believing that doctrine was the key, General DePuy stressed the need

for doctrine to keep pace with technology

The argument between warriors and technologists over the dominance

of weapons versus doctrine has been on going for ages Which puint s
1
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O correct 1s not important What i1s significant is that a balance
’ 4 between weapons and tactics must be struck. History points out that
_

' the difference between good armies and great ones I1s the effective

-\.
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I combination of weapons and doctrine. The Roman phalanx, Swiss pikeman,
\

A

_.l’
..-_:; and GCerman Blitzkrieg all reflect this balance between new technology and
:-':'
e

At the proper tactics which produces victory Fallure to get the most out
LY
‘:,_ of a weapon system, or even to use 1t correctly, can result in disaster
SN

\“:'
::-: such as the French suffered in 13940 The French Army, with the same
%
‘_ basic equipment as the Germans, was defeated because its doctrine did not
b
Y™\ -
‘A8 maximize the capabilities of the tank.
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And how are we doing with this dilemma today? The US Army in the
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. 1980’s is acquiring new weapons at a rate unequaled n our history In the
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_\'r\
t past, 1t has been the adoption of a single weapon used with imagnation or

O

o
Ny the effective employment of weapons and organizations that revolutionized
‘TS
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-.‘.:-: warfare, as n Napoleonic times Things are different today, however Now
B ¥ o™
v
:"w":' we are obtaining multiple weapons in all branches of service
S
;::.'_-
-.:',-. simultaneously Systems not ordinarily thought of as weapons, like radios
W
:'.' reconnaissiance vehicles, and utility helicopters, are being procured to
‘T
--:’_-
Cs
" assist us 1n fighting war Add to these the multiple rocket launchers, new
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artillery projectiles, automatic grenade launchers, improved rifles, night

vision devices, Infantry and cavalry fighting vehicles and you begin to see

the magnitude of the problem. In 1386 alone, the army procured, " 5,000

Ml Abrams tanks, 3,700 Bradley fighting vechicles, 1,600 Apache and Black

Hawk helicoptaers, 2ZSJ multiple-launch rocket systems.. .,"(4), and this Is

Just a sampling oY tne modernization effort.

Many of the weapons have not been tested or proven in combat, yet

they may have a significant mpact of the conduct of battle The question

s, has doctrine kept pace? The purpose of this paper 1s to examine how

well US Army doctrine exploits weapons development The scope of the

paper limits an effective argument to an examination of a single weapon

system For this reason, the Bradley Infantry Fighting Uehicle (BIFU) will

be examned as a case study of a recent attempt to integrate weapons

and doctrine

The premise 1s that current U S Army doctrine and tactical writings

fail to make the maximum use of the weapons that have been developed (5’

The methodology used to defend this premise begins with definitions,

followed by an historical review of weapons and tactics n the Civil War,

the First World War and in the 1970’s Establishing this foundation of a

recurring problem, we turn to the Bradley for specifics Imtially, an

A - - -"'-’- » " [ Tw - u.'\.'\ T - e . LT - - - - v A S - -
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.
:-C:' examination of the technological development of the vehicle i1s discussed
Then, the evolution of the doctrine for M2 employment is reviewed From
N
:,: this base, the BIFU and 1ts supporting doctrine s analyzed Finally,
-\,"h'
o
’ recommendaticns for future weapon and doctrine development is offered
In th:s age of rapid weapon growth, 1t is mperative that we get the
::: most out of our weapons Rs Tom Wintringham warned his nation, "Weapons
have no meaning apart from the use of weapons, separated from tactics
{:: they become heavy and nobbly things for tired men to carry or drag“"(&
.' Or, as 1 B Holley warned us in 1953, " it is probably not too much to
- suggest that the survival of entire cultures may hinge upon an ability to
*.':'
-\-'__
> perfect superior weapons and exploit them fully (7>
- _: Il DEFINITIQNS
:-::: At this guncture, 1t will be helpful to identify terms used in this
y paper Doctrine 1s "fundamental principles by which military forces or
e
:-} elements thereof guide their actions in support of national objectives It
o
: 15 authoritative but requires judgment in application (8> Tactics 15 the
o
f.:-
"art by which corps and smaller urmt commanders translate potential
) combat power into victorious battles and engagements “(3) Techniques are
o
Iy
j "the manner n which technical details are treated or a method of
ol
s
25 accomplishing a desired aim "(18> In 1ts own way, each of these terms
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relate to weapons

Regarding doctrine,

of the US Army’s Infantry School,

guide the development of force structure and new equipment "t

100-S says, "tactics, techniques,
structure,

From these statements,

Mayor General Kenneth (

states that,

procedures,

Leuer.

organizat:ons,

equipment and traning must all derive from it

new weapons as well as provide a framework for future

their tactical employment

then,

Tactics,

system

level

system on the battlefield and defines

Techniques detail the methods of driving,

W .»,0ons Also,

desired task
Doctrine,

N battle

the technology to 1ts use

warfighting that narrows to technical employment of weapons

Starry noted,

Doctrine

e e et

shooting,

tactics and techniques are the specificC

the Commaniagnt

“in theory,

11

aqocrtrine shgc

support

vdoctrine: T lg

we see that doctrine should define the roie of

nventions ang

narrows the focus down to the use of the weapon

wWweapons are an element of combat power used at the tactical

Tactical writings outline the specific employment of a weapon

and maimntaining

they apply to drills or formations used to accomplish a

1ideas that relate

1S the broad base outlining
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its relationship to other weapons v13;




W W TR T WT T ETETE Y ETELE W T TN R TR T EIRTRTETEVT ETUYS T LAYV WLV WYY W

-

=V

s v 1

B S o R S -x-"-—r-—-"I'-—-T

It re s Lrat s wr tten approved by an appropriate
a_%"":o" *, ar3 p.ubished concerning the conduct of military
af¥ars lcct-re gereraily Jdescribes how the Army fights
*act Za..y NG tact.cs and weapon systems are ntegrated,
e IImTard Control and combat seruice support are provided,
row forces are mobil.zea. traned, deployed and employed (14
e~ t~ese ter~s r mird, an histor-cal review of past attempts to
“r*egrate .eafF-rs and JdoCctr ne s nNecessary In the past, did the US
wrmy mame effect e Lse Of new weapons as they emerged”® What did we
‘ear~ from gt.udyrg the armies of ant.qu:ty®> Does (eneral Starry’s
Jescr:pt ocn of doctrine £t Mmstorical exameples?® Now, we turn to AmMerican
mistory to frgd examples ©f the struggle between weapons and doctrine.
Tris will give us a base to evaluate how well we are dorng today In
exploiting ocur deveiopng weapons
11 HISTQRICAL REVIEW
The purpose of this review 15 tn examine how effective the U S Army
nas been In employing new weapons With this foundation, we uwl]l determine
'f ongoing Bradley development and employment 1s following any historical
trend
The weapons selected for examination include the Spencer rifle,
chemical weapons N WKWl and the Sheridan tank In each example, we

will outline the capabilities of the weapon system and compare 1t to other

weapons of the time, 1f applicable Next, doctrine i1s examined to see f

5




there 1s congruence between the weapon and tactics. Finally, we will

determine 1f the doctrine capitalized on the rpotential of the new weapon

Jn May 18, 1863, Colonel John T Wilder’s Indiana Brigade received its

Spencer repeating rifles RN added capability of this infantry unit was

its mobility The entire 2,500 man unit was mounted' Wilder’s brigade

rag superior mobility and firepower when compared to other Union or

Zonfederate nfantry units While the mobility plays a role, it 15 the

f ~epower tre Nntroduction of the new technology, the Spencer, that

nterests us

Christopher Spencer patented his repeating rifle in 1860 (15 It was a

SZ-caliber, magazine-fed rifle The seven-round magazine was Placed into

the butt of the rifle and the rounds were loaded Into the chamber by

means of a cocking lever which also served as a trigger guard Wilder's

troops only had one magazine per weapor requiring a reload between

‘e b
A

firings This gave them a firing rate of about 14 rounds per minute The

0N

LA s

maximum effective range of the Spencer was 5S00-600 yards, however ts

Sesle

primary advantage was the volume of fire that it produced

By 1863, most of the soldiers fighting in the Civil War were armed

S _'-_.\ _\‘.'-_ ®- )’y SN

with the Springfield S8-caliber, muzzleloading, percussion-cap rifle Firing

a minie ball, the rifle had an effective range of 500 yards and it "could
7

2y TR
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g A
" hit larger targets like troop formations, at 800 yards, and at 1,000 yards
‘ the bullet retaned sufficient terminal energy to penetrate four iNnches
oV
::'_‘ of soft pine "(16) Well-trained infantrymen could fire the Springfield four
e
LA
\"'\
_§: times a minute R disadvantage of the Springfield was that the firer had
g
Ly
e to stand up IIn order to reload
ot
A
e Comparing the Spencer to the Springfield, we note the following
[~
M advantages created by the technology of the repeater The Spencer’s
:'_:::. volume of fire was three and a half times higher than the muzzleloader
3
» \'
‘ The pronre pos tion was used when firing the repeater giving soldiers more
e
‘o
L stability and protection when shooting Thus, Spencer technology brought
AL
s iNncreased and more accurate fires to the battlefield

Having equipped his men with new technology, Wilder should have

changed tactics However, he used the same basic tactical formations

O
% e N L
e e T

-'_._"_ found n other Umnion brigades Normally, units attacked with two lines,
;:

- soldiers advancing shoulder to shoulder Th:s formation was easy to

Ny

.":'- command and control and allowed for the massing of fires These tact.cs
SO

:‘:— evolued from General Winfield Scott's [nfantry JIactics written n 153S anc
_\":a

s

e used n the Mexican War, 'n which most Civil War leaders had fought

-'-n

_.f‘.,

.“,-.' ~ y
Scott’s manual called for advancing at the Qquick, 110 steps per mnute e
o

s‘-.c.

P this pace units could cover 100-150 yards per minute Facing a musket
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.:-:._‘- having an effective range of 200 yards, these tactics were sufficient and

~::_t:

{-:-:- kept the advancing infantry in the killing zone for only a short time.

N (

:J Just prior to the Civil War, Willlam J Hardee wrote Rifle and Light

'; Infantry Jactics, "formerly an ARcademy text and now the official drill and
)

')

' tactics manual of both armies."(1?) The basic change from Scott’s method
~

.-._'1

LN had the infantry advance at the double quick, 140 steps per minute. This
it

-‘ o

. was Just short of a run Although the units could cover the ground more
r_'_.',

:j:;:: Quitkly, they were in the killing zone longer because the ranges of both
. the Spencer and the Springfield were superior to that of the musket

-I‘_t.-

, Tactics had failed, despite Hardee’s modifications, to account for the

't}
Jdoa e
)
s e
o

’

mpact of the rifle

& gy,

Now, with the Spencer repeater available, the failure of tactics to

RN

]

AR

adapt <ould have been catastrophic Wilder had a tremendous mate

ot

advantage at Chickamauga because his superior firepower over the

4
+
s
.

B ..".u{

“A

- Confederates gave the Union an edge Yet, when he dismounted, he still
) fought in the same formation as other Union brigades The Indiana brigade
-:'.':f: ~ad the ablity to hold more ground and to inflict greater casualties on
;“’ the eremy, based on superior firepower Units with Springfields fought in

mass formations to produce a sufficient volume of fire Armed with

NEGFEPATE

ipercers,. wilder had the firepower to hold the same front with less men
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However, neither Wilder nor his commander, General Rosecrans, used the
unit to the fullest extent possible, thereby losing a tactical opportunity

Because Chickamauga was the first battle where a major force was
equipped with this technology, there was no written doctrine for the
Spencer The Union leadership failed to recognize the advantages
offered n the Spencer.

The lack of doctrine prevented the adoption of the Spencer as the
rifle of choice for the Union. At the end of the war, the Springfield
centinued to be the primary infantry weapon. Rs Professor I B Holley
points out,

The value of repeating arms was curtly dismissed

by a Colonel of Ordnance, who pointed out that

they had been known to misfire and that front-

rank men would be ’more in dread of those behind

than of the enemy.’ That repeating arms would do

away with the tactical maneuver of multiple ranks

attacking in close order across open ground seems

never to have occurred to this officer (18>
The lack of an i1dea, a void in doctrine, failed to get the most out of
the Spencer. The result was that soldiers continued to fight with old
weapons and archaic tactics such as the frontal, line assault, which
contributed to the horrible casualty lists of the Civil War

In much the same way as the Spencer repeater, which was produced

at the outbreak of the Civil War, chemical weapons were introduced at the
10
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beginning of the First World War. 0On the 22nd of RApril 1915, German

pioneer troops released 168 tons of chlorine gas into the French and

British lines in the vicinity of Ypres Canal in Belgium. ARAs the allies

collapsed under the surprise chemical attack, the Germans advanced into

the gas created gap Equipped with rudimentary gas masks, in the form of

cotton wadding, the attackers gained four and one-half miles in Just a

few hours Finally stopped by hasty defenses, the Germans achieved great

success with half the casualties as the allies. In the Ypres gas attack,

the British and French suffered 5,300 casualties (19) With this attack,

chemicals made a place for themselues In the arsenal of war.

Soldiers of the American Expeditionary Force (REF) arrived in France

on 28 July 1917, 27 months after the battle of Ypres The American

Army was well aware of the effects of gas warfare, and should have

had the doctrine to fight on the chemical battlefield But as Magor

Heller points out In his excellent paper, Chemical sorrfare in World

wWor [/ The Nmer:cen Lvpersence, 19/7-19/8,

Given the advantage of uviewing the development of

chemical warfare from afar, the United States

Army, upon entering the war, should have been In

a position to operate In a chemical environment

without repeating the costly experiences of the

French, British, and Germans Unfortunately, this

was not to be the case (28>
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" Rlthough the Americans had British and French assistance, equipment
_\
-‘"*:: and doctrine to study and learn from, the lessons were i1gnored RAs the
‘)
_:.- AEF got 1n the war emphasis on gas warfare steadily increased but too
o
25, much time had been lost to train and instilli the needed discipline for this
. <
')
iy type of combat. As a result, in defensive operations, troops failed to
ACs
2
‘_‘.": wear their masks properly and to decontaminate correctly In the
o
v offense, American commanders were reluctant to use gas for fear of
L
~:" German retaliation. Yet, the Germans did not hesitate. "When looking at
e
A
Y the total figures, 27 3 percent of all REF casualties. . were caused by
gas "2

e Major Heller sums 1t up best,

f" Had the US Army’s leaders, prior to America’s
entry into the war, prepared themselves

:-':." intellectually by studying German gas doctrine
' or by reviewing observer reports, gas officers
S would not have had to overcome such strong
:'_::'_' resistance to the tactical employment of

'_'..::' chemicals Because the US Army failed to
-::‘-:: develop gas warfare doctrine, the average REF
S officer never really understood the potential
:E\.; value of chemicals Ignorance, shortsightedness
."N: and unpreparedness extracted a high toll at
5.:: the front, a toll that the United States with

® its intellectual and technological resources
Y should not have had to pay (2e)

<

ot

::: If the US Army had realized the lethality and the potential of gas
.!:_; weapons, we could have exploited this new technology for offensive

oy
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e operations Rdditionally, by preparing for defensive operations, we would
(¥
..':.
o
“~
: . have prevented the high casualties inflicted by gas Howewver, as in the
'\."‘-
LR case of the Spencer rifle, we have an example where the lack of doctrine,
LN
"
! resulted in a faillure to exploit a weapon properly
)
iy Turning to the Sheridan armored reconnaissance assault vehicle, we
A
:;.'f{ look at an example of a weapon produced prior to conflict, with doctrine
-
N
\_ and army requirements guiding 1ts development In 1959 the United States,
} fn
t-"
-
./-Z'_J- progyecting a massive war against the Soviets on the plains of Europe,
e
bin
¥ .
® developed a cavalry doctrine to stem the flood of the Russian hordes
> vt
Vs
v
R, %,
:‘:.-\ Based on the doctrine, the army would produce three vehicles to help the
22
.

-
1)
*

cavalry carry out its assigned role

First, an M-113 personnel carrier would be developed for the

. transport of Infantry AN M-114 scout vehicle would complement the

T personnel carrier and perform point reconnassiance Finally, the ™M-S951,
ERS

, Sheridan armored reconnaissance assault vehicle would provide fire

L

o

) support

'):.‘
b
‘:‘:‘_: The Sheridan had four basic requirements First, 1t had to be able tc
,‘3::‘:
o B ]

9. swim the smaller rivers n Europe Next, 1t had to be ar-droppable IR
Y
t.
iy former World War Il arborne commanders, such as General Maxwell Tayglor
¥ -

AR

o
Win as the Chief of Staff, and General James Gauvin as chief ¢of research ang
0.
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development, the army was oriented on rapid deplogyability AN air-
droppable Sheridan gave the airborne a coveted armored component The
third requirement was for a guided missile capability. Guided missile
technology was advancing and many developers believed that 1t had an
application to tanks Finally, the vehicle had to fire a main gun round
(152mm)> with a combustible cartridge. This would prevent expended shell
casings from filling up the turret floor.

In 1965, the army came out with the finished product to answer all
these demands The Sheridan weiyned 17 tons, mounted a 152mm main gun
which fired high explosive, canister, and white phosphorus rounds
Additionally, the Shillelagh missile could be fired through the gun-launcher
The vehicle had a ? 62mm coaxial machine gun and a searchlight It
was fitted with a grenade launcher for smoke screens and could cruise at
42 miles per hour With minimum effort, a3 swim screen could be erected
and the Sheridan could swim It seems that the army had produced a light
weight Golitath Or had t?

The Sheridan was deployed to Uietnam in 1369 with no doctrine for
tris type of war After all, it had been developed for war in Europe It
was felded with the lith Cavalry which integrated Sheridans with M-113’s
fre support Unfortunately, M-551s d'd not have a floor in the hull,

14
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e
\'* a result of the third airborne test wherein the bottom unexpectedly fell
.:-
o out Rccordingly, developers removed the floor and reinforced the base of
Y
_L::} the vehicle However n Uietnam, the major threat to the Sheridan was
::;j‘ mines To counter this, 1,000 pounds of armor were added to the bottom
)
:"_. for protection With this added weight, the vehicle was no longer air-
o
:-’:: droppable Furthermore, in order to swm, the Sheridan required increased
L
.
N freeboard
o
.::': Alarmingly, the missile was found to cause a build up of carbon
.-"".
P monoxide In the turret, army developers advised that no more than four
missiles per day be fired Moreover, when the missile was fired, it was
%
recommended that dismounted soldiers be at least 500 yards away from
-.."':'. the gun since some missiles fell short To make matters worse, the
L
g

'
'

O

expendable cartridges on the 152mm rounds were dangerous and had a

.

tendency to catch fire

.' 'l
I
«

3
.
o

-::j- Not suprisingly the maintenance record of the Sheridan was poor In
b -

® the Jungles requiring extensive operator care to ensure that the vehicle
Ao

‘\.',.i

'\‘:-:' would function Finally, the M-551 could be penetrated by a B-40 rocket
N

.' or a 5S0-caliber machinegun, causing a protection problem for the crew
.:__

b~ Even with these acknowledged faults, the army argued that the
.-.:.

i‘-: Sheridan was essential because cavalry doctrine required a vehicle to
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complement the reconnaissance M-114 and the personnel carrier Howewver,

by 1970 the Sheridan was costing the U S $335,000 per copy, the
government had spent between $1.2 to $!.5S billion dollars to field this
weapon (23>

Some would argue that the Sheridan was an outgrowth of doctrine
But although the army had cavalry doctrine, we failed to define the
role of the new weapon system. The focus had been too narrow with a
"Europe only" deployment consideration Because of competing
requirements, the vehicle became a hybrid that could not swim, could not
fight and could not be dropped from the air In the case of the Sheridan,
doctrine failed to guide the development of the technology

Ironically, we may have at last identified the proper role for the
Sheridan Today, this relatively "new" weapon system s found at the
National Training Center, portraying a "Soviet Tank", the vehicle 1t was
designed to fight in Europe

This brief historical review has pointed out the tension between
weapons and doctrine In the case of the Spencer, an effective weapon
was availlable to the Union army as early as 1861 However, the repeater
was not adopted Its effectiveness was not demonstrated One of the
reasons for this was a lack of doctrine to exploit the weapon With the
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Spencer, troops could have fought in dispersed formations, defended
ground n the prone position, and held wider frontages The Union forces
failled to exploit the weapon.

With chemical weapons, the army saw a weapon being used against
our allies and had time to react to the new technology Yet, we
failed to heed the warnings and did not develop a doctrine to conduct
offensive or defensive chemical warfare

Finally, with the Sheridan, we can see that history and experience had
not improved our ability to integrate weapons and doctrine Starting from
scratch with weapon design, we had a chance for doctrine to drive the
growth of the weapon, as General Starry says 1t should Yet, we falled to
prcduce the correct weapon for the reasons outlined

In an effort to see If we have learned anything from past mistakes,

“ let us consider the Bradley Infantry Fighting Uehicle Ns a first step, we
LVl
‘._‘L\
:'_.-:: shall begin by looking at the technological evolution of the system
..

::-:" IV TECHNQLOGICAL DEVELQPMENT OF IHE BRADLEY
*Ea:: The infantry fighting vehicle evolued from the armored personnel
:‘“ carriers (APC) used in the Second World War In that war, the U S Hrmy
:'_:-:.' carried infantrymen in the M3 half-track This open vehicle had poor off
e
,\'I'\

]

1?7

AL
T,




roacd mobility Moreover, the soldiers riding 1in the back were vulnerable to
artillery, grenade and small arms fire Rt the close of the war, the army
u fielded a fully enclosed carrier, the M44 "Unfortunately, the M44 was

over-large for its task and its payload of 27 infantrymen fell awkwardly

we

'-:": betweer the requirements of platoon and secticns tactics "(24) In 195}
t

T with an excess of aircraft engines available, the M?S5S was introduced,
:'_-’_' followed by the MSS, which was amphibious The M53% was under-powered
B

.- and had excessive interior heat and noise25) Up to this point In time, the
H

Y

e tactical role for these vehicles "was to carry the infantryman onto the
i

199

N

:‘: obuective, behind the tanks, and under air bursting artillery fire "(26)
\‘

=

':{ In 1956 Tank Automotive Command produced the design requirements
@

N3 for the next series of APC’s These requirements included,

-\":'

::.r: -=-high level of protection against both artillery

:’ fragments and small arms fire for a 12-man squad

o of infantry soldiers

f --high degree of cross country mobility

et --ability to cross inland bodies of water

\::- --transportability n aircraft that could carry 16,000

:-1 pounds(2?)

\,‘:’

o The vehicle developed from these reguirements was the M113 Becoming one

O

of the world’s most ubiquitious armored vehicles, the MI113 carried a squad

L

- & 2 @
Y
y e
2

of twelve men and mounted a SO0-caliber machine gun However, the

T

N-Jo

-'.'-

"principal criticism of the MI13 has been that 1t was designed only to

L]

- transport nfantrymen to or from the scene of their action "(28)

- Each of the previously mentioned APCs were battle taxis When the
:.;- infantry were mounted, they could not see the battlefield To get into
@

> the fight, the soldiers had to dismount "Mechanized nfantry tactics for
L. trcops equipped with the M113 usually call for troops to attack or defend
»::: on foct, relying on vehicle-mounted machine guns for supporting fire "2
o

& What the army wanted was a vehicle that could support and fight

'\-'-_

o 18

.\,J

'\-l

Y

[

""

o8

'./-

_': :1" - ” J'_'."-/. ..".J_'_.r_..r_ N




- e Ade AM iy » A M s e A A o0 An'a s as i adabsadmasnhite ot AL TEE SR R S A4 "‘T

alongside tanks
In response to the cry for an infantry "fighting Uehicle", the Pac fic
Car and Foundry Company conducted a concept study in 1964, and produced
the XM?70! This vehicle "was superior to the original MII3 in having a 20mm
gun turret and rifle ports as well as uvision blocks for 1ts riflemen “"(38)
The infantry could fight in this vehicle, and see the battlefield as they
crossed the terrain However, its combat weight of 245 tons was
considered too high and the XM701 was not bought by the army
Therefore, in 1967, FMC, the company which produces the M1132,
radesigned this popular RPC by placing rifle ports and vision blocks n the
troop compartment A 20mm gun cupola was added and the protection for
the nfantrgymen was achieved by using steel armor This fighting vehiCle
was designated as the XM765 (31> The complexity of this prototype., cost
and the war n Uietnam ended further development of the XM?76S
The conclusion of the Uietmam War refocused the army on Europe.
specifically on the Souviets The Russians fielded an infant~y fighting
vehicle known as the BMP in 1967 It has a low silhouette, swims, 1s fast
and mounts a 73mm smooth-bore gun, & coaxial 72 62mm machine gun and an
artitanxk guided weapon (RTGWI (32 It was the BMP, in addition to Souviet
tanks, which grabbed the attention of U S Army developers
In 1972 the army produced new requirements for future fighting
vehicles Hwccording to R M Ogorkiewicz, a noted jJournalist on armored
fight.ng vehicles, these requirements
which served as the basis of the deuvelopment
of the rew mechanized infantry combat vehicle
"MICY, called for a fully armored tracked
vehicle -apable of carring a sqQuad of infantry and
having a stabalized 20 to 30mm automatic cannon

and a coaxial machine gun as well as rifle ports
Tre ™MICL was to be capable also of swimming across

19




imland waterways and being transportable in C-141
and C-S aircraft (33>

! Given these new requirements, FMC went to work and produced the

:-: XM?23 The prototype carried 12 men, organized with a driver, gunner, nine
.-\ man dismount squad and a commander Firepower was produced by a one
A man turret, mounting a 20mm gun and a 7.62mm ccaxial machine gun The
-_ turret was operated by both electric and hydraulic systems The men n
_ the back could fire the M3Rl, 45-caliber submachine gun through rifle

"

{ ports The commander had his own cupola, mounted behind the driver’s

s

:::: posit:on The vehicle weight was 18 tons (34)

..:; RS the xXM?723 was being tested, major develcpments arose, mpacting on
the program In 1973 the Arab-Israeli War demonstrated the effectiveness
-:' of HTIGMs Rdditionally, new analysis of Soviet armor raised questions

3‘_: about the ability of the 20mm gun to penetrate the BMP To add to this

prorclem, Department of Defense analysts became focused on the massive

200
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Soviet armor threat in Europe Their greatest concern was the Russran

e
DL S B |
e v a

aduantage ouver NATO n tanks (three to one) One way to counter this
mbaiance was with ATGMs As these problems surfaced, deuvelopers looked
-,-f'. for soiutions and found a possible answer close at hand

Paralle]l to the MICU progject, the army was testing the TOW

® Busktmaster Antitank Turret (TBAT) This two man turret was equipped with
Y
’;' the 25mm Bushmaster chain gun and the tube launched, optically tracked,
-_“ wire-command link guided (TOW) missile Adding the TBAT technology to the
"
o «M723 would give the uwehicle the firepower to defeat the new BMPs and
*
—ounter the Souiet armor with ARTGMs
:::' However, these changes in the XM723 would drive up production costs
25
® Thiz worred successive Secretaries of Defense because the budget for
A
I', t~i5 Lehicle was a4 wast Nncrease over what was usually spent on the
.-, L%
e
”.
'l
o
O
At LR L . - Fe T A LN
O A s RPN e LA
A A aha s At s et s TR AR LA RN R R T,




